Th e literal commentary of Nicholas of Lyra (France, c. 1270-1349) on the Bible (Postilla literalis super totam Bibliam) is one of the most important Christian commentaries that were written according to the literal sense of Scripture. It is also known for its frequent use of Jewish quotations, mainly Rashi's interpretations. Th is paper presents similarities between Nicholas' own interpretations in the Postilla on Lamentations and Jewish exegetical literature on the same book. Th e paper is based on a comparison between these two kinds of commentaries (Jewish and Nicholas') on the same biblical verses. Th is comparison reveals interpretations written by Jewish scholars which are similar to those written earlier by Nicholas. Th e article ends with an attempt to explain this interesting phenomenon of what seems to be a hidden Jewish infl uence on Nicholas of Lyra.
Over the last 50 years, there has been a signifi cant surge in scholarly research on the relationship between Christian and Jewish biblical exegesis in the Middle Ages. Th e principal aim of this scholarship has been the discovery and analysis of Jewish interpretations which appear in Christian writings and the identifi cation of their sources. Most of the attention has been devoted to those interpretations which Christian commentators themselves identifi ed as Jewish. 1 Little scholarly eff ort, on the other hand, has been made toward establishing comparisons between Christian and Jewish interpretations for the sake of discovering Jewish material that found its way into Christian texts not explicitly presented as such by Christian compilers or commentators.
2 Th is is particularly true with regard to the research on the literal commentary on the Bible written by the Franciscan scholar Nicholas of Lyra (1270-1349) and its relationship to Jewish exegesis.
3 Nicholas' commentary, also known as Postilla literalis super totam University, forthcoming). Both the Bar-Ilan edition (ibid.) and the Buber edition (S. Buber, ed., Pērūsh Rabbi Joseph Qārā ʿal M ə gilat Ēḥ ā, Breslau 1898) contain two versions of Rabbi Joseph Qārā's commentary on Lamentations. Alongside each citation used in this essay, the version from which it is taken is noted, based on its designation in the Keter edition: Version A, which is parallel to the fi rst version in the Buber edition (Ms. Breslau 1041; ibid., IX-XIX) and edited on the basis of other manuscripts from this textual tradition; or Version B, based on the (the second version in Buber edition (Ms. Munich 5; ibid., XXVII-XLII). When an interpretation of Rabbi Joseph Qārā is presented but not quoted, the specifi c version is noted only when a diff erence exists between them. 2 Chen Merchavia conducted research along both these lines, and discussed the similarities between Christian interpretations and Jewish interpretations which were not cited as Jewish, as well as research on interpretations which were cited as Jewish. See Chen Merchavia, Th e Church versus Talmudic and Midrashic Literature (in Hebrew) (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1970), especially chapters 1, 5, 6, 8.
3 Abraham Michalski's work constitutes an exception. See Abraham J. Michalski, "Raschis Einfl uss auf Nicolaus von Lyra in der Auslegung der Bücher Leviticus, Numeri und Deuteronomium" (Ph.D. diss., Wilhelm University: Leipzig, 1915) . Michalski has composed a useful list of both Jewish citations and parallels in Jewish sources, though they still await scholarly analysis.
Bibliam, was written in Paris in the 1320s. It quickly gained enormous popularity, particularly among biblical scholars in the universities. Th is was due to its lucid style, to the fact that it encompassed all of the books of the Bible, and to the author's strict adherence to the literal meaning of the biblical text.
In addition to its distinctly literal interpretive style, which made this commentary unique among Christian commentaries, the Postilla is also notable for the extent to which it is based on Jewish traditions. Jewish interpretations and quotations from the Hebrew text of the Bible appear relatively frequently and are specifi cally identifi ed as sources. Moreover, Nicholas frequently mentions the name of the particular commentator he cites; principal among these is Rashi (R. Solomon, son of Isaac, 1040-1105). Th ere are several scholarly studies that deal with Nicholas of Lyra's incorporation of Jewish interpretations into his Postilla. 4 As in the case of studies that deal with other Christian exegetes, research on Nicholas of Lyra and his use of Jewish interpretations seems to focus on those interpretations which he presented as Jewish, as they were quite numerous. Th ese studies appear to assume that any interpretation in the Postilla that was not presented as Jewish had no affi nity at all to Jewish sources.
In this paper I will present interpretations from Nicholas of Lyra's Postilla on Lamentations which, though not specifi cally attributed to Jewish sources by the author, in terms of content and, at times, even of wording, present striking parallels to medieval Jewish interpretations. Th is scholarly undertaking could help to chart a new method of researching Jewish affi nities between Nicholas' and Jewish interpretations, since previous scholarship has focused solely on the quotations from Jewish sources found in the Postilla, as mentioned above.
5 Th e Jewish sources to which an exegetical connection is found are those written by Rashi, mentioned above, Rabbi Joseph Qārā (who lived in Northern France between the eleventh and twelfth centuries), and Rabbi Tobias son of ʾeliʿezer (who lived in Greece between the eleventh and twelfth centuries), author of the commentary Leqaḥ Tov, all of whose commentaries were popular among the Jews who lived in Nicholas' region.
6 I will conclude with a discussion of the possible reasons for these latent connections between the Postilla and Jewish exegesis.
One of the facts that must be taken into account in examining the Postilla on Lamentations is the relative paucity of Christian commentaries on this book before Nicholas' time. Th e few that existed were primarily allegorical in nature, which meant that Nicholas could not use them in his literal commentary. 7 Th us, Nicholas' motivation for seeking out literal 5 A previous attempt to compare Nicholas' and Jewish interpretations of the Canticles has been undertaken (Kamin, "Th e Relation of Nicolas de Lyre"), but Kamin's principle focus was on comparing the exegetical methods, with less emphasis on similarities in the content of the exegesis. 12 Th is trend reached its peak in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, and owed much to rationalization of the biblical study that had occurred during the twelfth, which had significantly strengthened the literal school of Christian exegesis. Th e most notable biblical exegetes of that trend were the scholars of St. Victor (Hugh of St. Victor, 1090-1141, and especially his disciple Andrew, d. 1176).
13 Biblical scholars turned to Jewish exegesis because of the lack of earlier literal Christian exegesis, and also because of their awareness of the Jews' advantage of being able to understand the biblical text in the Hebrew original.
Many obstacles had impeded the transmission of Jewish scholarly material from the medieval Jewish school to the Christian cloister and university, due to the absence of any offi cial shared framework of learning. Reading and understanding original Jewish material demanded a high degree of mastery of the Hebrew language, as well as of specifi c rabbinic Clarendon, 1995 terminology. Although some original Hebrew material had been translated into Latin, 14 this material was frequently fl awed by distortions that had crept in owing either to the translator's limited understanding of the Hebrew source or deliberate changes made by him. Th e only other access to this material was through the assistance of converts who had joined the ranks of the church and could thus place their knowledge of Hebrew and rabbinical literature at the service of the church. 15 Th is type of study, however, was entirely dependent on the level of knowledge and understanding of the person teaching the material, as well as on his memory: in order to transmit the Jewish sources correctly, the convert had to remember them properly despite the considerable amount of time which had passed, in many cases, since he had left the Jewish religion and since his last physical or visual contact with those sources.
With regard to Nicholas of Lyra, theoretically there are several ways by which he could have studied Jewish sources. Because Nicholas never provides us with any information about this, scholars have advanced a number of conjectures based on biographical data, historical incidents, and evidence contained in his writings. Some have suggested that Nicholas studied Jewish exegesis orally, through contact with Jewish scholars of Evreux, which is not far from his native village of Lyra. 16 Nevertheless, since Nicholas' education in Jewish exegesis was extremely broad (it included interpretations of the entire Old Testament), it is implausible that he had learned such a large corpus in the short time that elapsed between his entry into the monastery of Verneuil (1300) (c. 1301). Moreover, given the signifi cant presence of this material in his commentary, composed in the 1320s, it is diffi cult to imagine that Nicholas could have relied exclusively on Jewish sources transmitted in an oral context almost 30 years earlier. In addition to the oral channel, we clearly must give serious consideration to the possibility of Nicholas' having consulted written Jewish sources. We know, moreover, of manuscripts containing Jewish interpretations edited and translated into Latin. In addition, scholars have found manuscripts containing Christian biblical interpretations of the Hebrew text of the Bible (as opposed to the Vulgate, almost exclusively used by Christians). 17 Th us, it is at least possible that Nicholas used a written commentary.
As noted, however, these early works which appeared to refl ect Jewish biblical exegesis were not particularly accurate with regard to the Jewish sources. Because Nicholas' command of Hebrew was fairly good, 18 he read these texts alone or without assistance in such manuscripts as those discussed above. Rather, I believe it likely that he relied on a Jew-or, as is perhaps more likely, on a converted Jew-20 for assistance. 21 It is also not implausible that, in addition to his assistance with reading, translation and interpretation, this putative Jew (or former Jew) also imparted additional material to Nicholas orally, based on memory.
Nicholas' attitude towards the Jewish materials he quotes is complex. Th e very fact that he made explicit and frequent use of rabbinic literature, at a time when Jews and their literature were denigrated and persecuted in Christian Europe, 22 attests to his relative openness. In most cases Nicholas accepts the Jewish commentary or textual variant he presents, sometimes in preference to a Christian commentary or even a patristic tradition. 23 On the other hand, as the author of two anti-Jewish polemics, he also employed the standard arguments and vocabulary of that genre when attacking the Jews and rabbinic literature. 24 Th is tendency is also evident in his literal 20 It should be remembered that the Jews were being expelled from France at the time that the Postilla was written, and that some expulsions had taken place even earlier 24 In both his exegetical and his polemical works, Nicholas repeated common Christian stereotypes: the Jews as the killers of Christ; Jewish exile as a punishment for this sin; the false expectations of the Jews for future salvation; the Church as the heir of the Synagogue as the chosen people; deliberate distortions of the biblical text by the Jews in order to hide the Christological allusions in the Old Testament. In addition, he used insulting terminology, taken from the standard Christian vocabulary of his time, to describe the common character of the Jews, highlighting, for example, their supposed blindness, stubbornness and stupidity. Th ese characteristics, according to Nicholas, were particularly apparent in commentary, in which he challenges the rabbinic tradition concerning certain verses and theological points, mainly Christological in nature, that were matters of dispute between Judaism and Christianity. 25 In other passages, Nicholas rejects Jewish interpretations for purely exegetical reasons.
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Th us, it seems that his recourse to Jewish traditions stemmed from his recognition of their value and superiority in the domain of literal exegesis, as well as from a lack of choice, given the paucity of available Christian literal commentaries. Th is approach coexisted with Nicholas' negative stance toward Judaism from the spiritual perspective, motivated by the Jews' refusal to accept the Christian faith which, in Nicholas' opinion, served as evidence of their blindness and stubbornness.
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Exegetic Parallels between Nicholas' Interpretations and Jewish Sources
A review of Nicholas' various interpretations of the verses in the Book of Lamentations and a comparison between them and literal Jewish interpretations reveals many similarities. However, great caution must be exercised when attempting to establish a connection between two diff erent exegetical traditions merely on the basis of these similarities. Consequently, I have excluded those interpretations which are trivial, whether because the text being explained is relatively easy to understand, 28 28 For example, 2:20 states: "Behold, O Lord, and consider to whom thou hast done this; shall the women eat their fruit, their cherished babes? Shall priest and prophet be slain in the sanctuary of the Lord?". Since the chapter in general, and the fi rst part of the verse in particular, describes events from the siege of Jerusalem and the battle over it, the end of the verse must be interpreted as referring to the priests who were slain in the Temple by the context in which it appeared, which demanded that it be explained in a particular way. 29 As we are dealing with literal exegesis, which endeavors to adhere as closely as possible to the language of the text, it is only natural that when a text does not leave much room for interpretation, diff erent commentators will off er similar interpretations. In addition, there are instances in which the Latin text upon which Nicholas based his commentary had already incorporated the Jewish interpretation that is parallel to that of Nicholas, in which case the exegetical connection must be attributed to the Latin translation and not to the Postilla. 30 Obviously, I have not included interpretations which were found in Christian commentaries that predated Nicholas. 31 Such commentaries cannot serve as proof of a connection between Jewish exegesis and the commentary of Nicholas of Lyra.
After excluding the above-mentioned interpretations, there still remain a considerable number of interpretations that demonstrate a clear exegetical connection. At times, even the wording of the interpretation is similar, to the extent that one might even believe it to be a direct quotation from the source. Th is can be seen in the following example from verse 1:15: "the Lord hath trodden the winepress for the virgin daughter of Judah:" Babylonian enemy. Qārā interprets it in this manner (p. 17), and the same interpretation appears in the Postilla (p. 187H). Th e legend that appears in Rashi, concerning the slaying of Zechariah son of Jehoiada by his own people, is not consistent with the literal meaning of the verse. 29 For example, verse 4:17: "As for us, our eyes do yet fail for our vain help: in our watching we have watched for a nation that could not save." Against the background of the description in Jer. 37:5-10 of the false hopes of King Sedecias and his aides for help from the Egyptian army that left Egypt but ultimately returned, it would be diffi cult not to explain the verse in Lamentations in terms of this event. And indeed, all three exegetesNicholas (p. 198D), Rashi and Qārā (p. 29)-interpret the verse in this manner. 30 For example, the Hebrew text of verse 2:8 states: ". . . he made the rampart (ḥ ēl) and the wall (ḥ ōmā) to lament." Th e combination of the words ḥ ēl and ḥ ōmā is interpreted by (see n. 8) Rashi, based on ancient explanation (Lam. Rabbah 2:8; S. Buber, ed., Midrash Echa Rabbati (Vilna: Ram, 1899), 114), as "a large wall and a small wall, a low wall opposite a high wall." Nicholas, who uses the same idea, is in fact adhering to the Latin translation which includes this explanation: "luxitque antemurale et murus pariter dissipatus est."
31 For example, the commentaries of Rabanus Maurus, Paschasius Radbertus and Gilbert the Universal. See n. 7.
Postilla 1:15
Leqaḥ Tov 1:15 the Lord hath trodden the winepress: Because, just as in a winepress the wine is squeezed from the grapes, so in the destruction of Jerusalem the blood of the Jews fl owed.
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the Lord hath trodden the winepress for the virgin daughter of Judah: Just as in a wine press the grapes are trampled and the wine fl ows from them, in the same manner the Lord brought the nations upon Israel, and they trampled them and their blood was spilled like water . . .
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In this example, although the two interpretations are similar in content, the exegetical connection between them is not based on this aspect. Interpreting the treading of grapes in a winepress as a metaphor for slaughter is quite expected, in view of the prophecy in Isa. 63:1-6, which likens Divine vengeance on the nations to treading grapes in a winepress. Th e more specifi c reference to blood that fl owed during the slaughter also appears in this prophecy (verse 3). What links the two commentaries is the similarity in their wording. First, their syntax is identical:-k ə shēm she . . . kākh ("just as . . . so") in the Leqaḥ Tov, and sicut . . . sic ("just as . . . in the same manner")-in the Postilla. Secondly, both contain a historical description that connects the language of the verse to an episode in the Babylonian conquest of Jerusalem.
At fi rst glance this does not seem to merit the designation "literal interpretation," given that the verse deals with one context (the treading of grapes in a winepress), whereas the commentary diverges into quite a different domain (the massacre of the people in Jerusalem). To understand why Nicholas nevertheless treats it as literal exegesis, we must consider how scholars of the fourteenth century defi ned this term. In the twelfth century, questions began to be asked concerning the boundaries between the diff erent senses of the Holy Scriptures. For example, in the case of a parable, does the tenor 34 belong to the allegorical or the literal sense? Is the explication of a metaphor a spiritual or a historical interpretation?
Various answers were given to these questions. Hugh of St. Victor saw the tenor as part of the literal interpretation, whereas Andrew of St. Victor restricted the domain of the latter and excluded the tenor from it. 35 Hugh 32 "Torcular calcavit dominus. Quia sicut in torculari de uvis exprimitur vinum, sic in destructione Ierusalem fuit eff usus sanguis Iudaeorum (182H)." 33 P. 20. 34 "Tenor" is the subject of a metaphor, e.g., "she" in "she is a rose". 35 Smalley, Th e Study, 94, 169-170.
distinguished diff erent levels of the literal interpretation: grammatical analysis of words, the semantic meaning of a word, and the deep meaning of the entire phrase. 36 Over time this led to the consolidation of a broader defi nition of literal exegesis, based on the author's intention; in the case of Scripture, it was necessary to consider the intention of the human author of each book. Th is necessity derived from the assumption that the human authors of the biblical books expressed themselves in various fashions, sometimes in "normal" speech and sometimes in the fi gurative language appropriate to poetry. Th is, in turn, spawned the notion of the duplex sensus literalis (literally, "double literal sense"), composed of the simple literal sense (sensus literalis) and the parabolic sense (sensus parabolicus). 37 Th is view was adopted by Nicholas. He too understood the literal sense of Scripture as subordinate to the author's intention (the title of the second introduction to the Postilla literalis is "De intentione auctoris et modo procedendi"). His commentaries usually focus on classic literal issues-glosses of words and names, literal readings of a verse or passage, historical background, etc. But when he encounters a text that is prophetic, lyrical, or aphoristic, rather than narrative, he permits himself to go beyond this territory to expound the idea that the author sought to present in his parable or vision. Nicholas discusses this phenomenon in the introduction to his moral commentary, where he says, citing Cassian, that some verses and even entire sections have no simple literal meaning; rather, that they are to be understood only as allegories and not according to their literal sense.
Initially he refers to the parabolic sense as "spiritual," but later he explains that some scholars include it as part of the literal sense and that he has done the same in his commentary.
Th is phenomenon is particularly noticeable in the Postilla on Isaiah and Psalms, where Nicholas maintains that some prophecies are to be understood as alluding to Jesus according to their literal meaning (ad literam). 39 It is even more apparent in his commentary on Canticles. Nicholas reads the entire book as a historical allegory, based on the assumption, taken for granted in his day and age, 40 that the work was not intended as an epithalamium. Its author's intention was believed to have been more profound: according to Nicholas, it was to recount the story of the love between Israel (both the old and new) and God, using the allegorical device of a pair of lovers. In such a case, the historical tenor-the parabolic sense-constitutes the appropriate literal interpretation. 41 Lamentations, too, is poetical in nature and incorporates many metaphors. Given Nicholas' understanding of the term "literal commentary," we can state categorically that he considered exegesis that treats some parts of the text as metaphor to be the appropriate form of literal interpretation for a text of that nature.
Connections between the interpretations in the Postilla and Jewish interpretations can be found even when their wording is not similar. An affi nity exists when there is an identical exegetical idea that goes beyond the straightforward interpretation and basic explanation to be derived directly from the text, that is, when there is an identical unique interpretation or added explanation used to clarify a certain point in the text. An example of this can be found in the Postilla on 3:47: "Fear and the pit are come upon us, desolation and destruction." Th e verse uses a pair of words to describe the forlorn state of the lamenter and his surroundings. In addition to the explanation of the words paḥ ad vāfaḥ at (fear and the pit), Nicholas also describes a dynamic process in which a situation of "fear" deteriorates into the misfortune of the "pit:"
Fear and the pit: meaning, in the course of fl eeing out of fear of one danger, we came face to face with another. Th is was because Sedecias, fearing slavery, rebelled against the King of Babylonia. As a result, he was taken captive, his eyes were gouged out, the land was plundered and Jerusalem was destroyed. 42 (Postilla 3:47) Th is idea of a descent from fear to the pit appears, likewise, in Rashi and in Qārā: Indeed, Nicholas' interpretation contains an addition that does not appear in the Jewish interpretations: mention of the historical facts to which the verse refers. However, it is impossible to ignore the unique exegetical idea that links these three interpretations. It appears to be based on Isa. 24:17-18 and Jer. 48:43-44. 44 Th e passages in both these sources contain the unusual pair of words paḥ ad (fear) and paḥ at (pit) and explain the relationship and dynamics between them. Th e state of paḥ ad (fear) leads the fearful individual into the paḥ at (pit) and, thus, into an even more diffi cult situation.
Sometimes the affi nity between the diff erent exegetes lies in their common need to clarify a certain matter so that it will be understood by 42 Formido et laqueus: id est ex formidine fugientes unum periculum cecidimus in aliud, Sedecias enim formidans servitutem rebellavit regi Babylonis, ad quod secuta est eius captio et exoculatio, vastatio terrae et Ierusalem contritio (194B).
43 P. 23. Th ese are the words of Isa. 24:18. 44 "Fear, and the pit, and the trap, are upon thee, O inhabitant of the land. And it shall come to pass, that he who fl ees from the noise of the fear shall fall into the pit; and he that comes up out of the midst of the pit shall be taken in the trap . . ." (Isa. 24:17-18); "Terror, and pit, and snare, shall be upon thee, O inhabitant of Moʾav, says the Lord. He that fl ees from the Terror shall fall into the pit; and he that gets up out of the pit shall be taken in the snare . . ." (Jer. 48:43-44).
anyone reading the verse. Let us examine the interpretation of verse 2:13: "What shall I take to witness for thee? What shall I liken to thee, O daughter of Jerusalem? What shall I equal to thee, that I may comfort thee, O virgin daughter of Zion? For thy breach is great like the sea, who can heal thee"? A comparison between the Postilla on this verse and the explanations of Rashi and Rabbi Tobias ben 'eli'ezer reveals that all three felt it necessary to explain why the lamenter sought a historical parallel to the suff ering of Jerusalem, as well as the relationship between this suff ering and a possible comforting of Jerusalem: An examination of the works of other commentators reveals that not every commentator felt it necessary to off er an explanation on this point. Some ignored the lamenter's need for a historical parallel and relied on the reader's ability to understand the text and fi ll in the missing information (Qārā, p. 15; Ibn Ezra). Since a comment of this type is neither imperative nor conventional, we can state that there is a connection among these interpretations.
In his interpretation of verse 1:18 (in the Hebrew: "Th e Lord is righteous, for I have rebelled against his word;" in the Vulgate: "Iustus est Dominus quia os eius ad iracundiam provocavi," Th e Lord is just, for I have provoked his mouth to wrath), Nicholas again makes a singular point. Th is time, however, he does not add an explanatory sentence to the core interpretation, but explains the words of the text themselves: "for I have provoked his mouth to wrath: this is the transgression of the Law which was given from the mouth of verse specifi cally as disobedience to the Law was his need to explain the seemingly strange combination "os eius . . . provocavi" (I have provoked his mouth). What is the meaning of to "provoke his mouth?"
A Jewish commentator who interprets the Hebrew text of the Bible would certainly not need to render a literal interpretation of the word "mouth" in this metaphor. Th e combination of pe (mouth) + the root m. r.h. appears several times in the Bible, 48 and indicates disobedience to particular commandments given by God, or to certain prohibitions. 49 In none of these instances is the reference to the disobeying of the entire set of laws given by God, but rather to a specifi c, one-time commandment. 50 Th erefore, this expression in Lamentations can be interpreted in a general way: that the Children of Israel abandoned God's ways at the end of the First Temple period (by sinning, refusing to listen to the prophets, etc.), and there is no need to focus specifi cally on disobedience to the entire Mosaic Law. Nevertheless, even Rabbi Tobias ben 'eli'ezer felt it necessary to expound upon the meaning of the word pe in this context of rebellion against God's commandments, and he too solved this problem with the explanation that the verse refers to the entire Law: "for I have rebelled against his mouth: I have rebelled against the Law of His mouth" 51 (Leqaḥ Tov 1:18).
Another metaphor which is explained in an identical manner by Nicholas, Rashi and Qārā is found in verse 1:2. Th is verse describes the weeping of a woman (Jerusalem) after she is abandoned by all of her lovers: "She weeps sore in the night, and her tears are on her cheeks; among all her lovers she has none to comfort her; all her friends have dealt treacherously with her, they have become her enemies." One of the questions that arises upon reading this verse is: why was it necessary to provide a description of the tears on the cheeks of the woman? What does this description add to the verse's opening words ("She weeps sore in the night"), which informs us that Jerusalem is crying? Nicholas' interpretation appears to address this question: "and her tears are on her cheeks: this expresses the length and the ongoing nature of the crying." 52 (Postilla 1:2) Rashi and Qārā give the exact same explanation:
Rashi 1:2 Qārā (version A) 1:2 and her tears are on her cheeks: because she is constantly crying.
. . . but the individual who weeps sore at night will go on his way weeping until his tears lay on his cheeks and he fi nds none to comfort him. Here, too, the weeping of Zion and the lamentation of Jerusalem is like a woman who weeps sore at night, and because she weeps so much, her tears lay upon her cheeks and she has none to comfort her among all her lovers.
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We will conclude with an example of a metaphor that is interpreted in an identical manner by Nicholas and Jewish exegetes in terms of the concrete deed that the metaphor in the verse represents. Verse 1:9 likens Jerusalem to a menstruating woman whose blood is seen by all: "Her uncleanness clings to her skirts. She gave no thought to her future; she has sunk appallingly, with none to comfort her . . ." (JPS). Th e word "uncleanness" is clearly a metaphor for sin. But from the context it is unclear whether the reference is to sin in general-that is, the entire array of Jerusalem's sins-or whether it refers to a specifi c sin, and if so, which one?
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Among these possibilities, Nicholas chooses to identify the uncleanness with a specifi c sin:
Her uncleanness is on her feet etc. He (the prophet) talks about her (Zion) as if she was a woman who has begun her monthly cycle, with the uncleanness dripping down and staining the bottom of [her] garment from the inside when it touched her legs. Th is denotes the uncleanness of idolatry, which was rampant in Jerusalem [and] because of which Jerusalem was destroyed. 55 (Postilla 1:9)
52 Et lachriymae eius in maxilis eius. Per hoc designatur continuatio et diuturnitas fl etus (179F). 53 Buber, Pērūsh Rabbi Joseph Qārā, 3. 54 For the diff erent alternatives for identifying the word 'her uncleanness' (tumʾātā) with a particular sin, see Renkema, Lamentations, 136. 55 Sordes eius in pedibus eius etc. . . . loquitur de ea, sicut de muliere patiente menstrua cuius immunditia descendit ad inferiora, ita quod foedantur orae vestimenti interioris pedes tangentis. et per hoc designatur immunditia idololatriae [sic] abundans in Ierusalem, propter quam fuit destructa (181F).
As mentioned, while the association between uncleanness and the sin of idolatry is an eminently logical one, it is not a necessary association. Th is relationship between uncleanness and idolatry in the verse under discussion is the juncture between Nicholas' interpretation and a well-known Jewish interpretation that is found in Qārā and in Leqaḥ Tov:
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Qārā (version B) 1:9
Leqaḥ Tov 1:9
Her uncleanness clings to her skirts: this means-when she defi led herself with idolatry, She gave no thought to her future . . .
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Her uncleanness clings to her skirts: Th is is the Tophet and the Valley of Ben Hinnom on the outskirts of Jerusalem, where they would burn their sons and daughters to demons.
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Conclusions
I have presented a number of examples from the commentary of Nicholas of Lyra which have a clear affi nity to earlier Jewish sources. All of these sources were familiar to the Jews who lived in Nicholas' area. Rashi's commentary was already widely known throughout the Jewish world, and certainly in France where Nicholas lived. Rashi was also familiar to Christian scholars in general, and to Nicholas in particular, and was his preferred Jewish exegete; thus, most of the Jewish interpretations which appear in the Postilla are cited as Rashi's interpretations. 59 Rabbi Joseph Qārā, too, was active in France during and after Rashi's time. He knew Rashi and even studied with him. While Qārā's interpretations did not achieve the same popularity as Rashi's, it can be assumed that they were well-known in his own country, whether as his own independent commentaries to the diff erent books of the Bible (only some of which are extant today), or as interpretations which, over the years, were incorporated into the manuscripts of Rashi's commentary and were erroneously deemed to be written by Rashi. 60 Th e commentary Leqaḥ Tov as well, which originated in Greece, was known in France and Germany (at least among the Jews) during Nicholas' time and received mention by Jewish scholars in these countries. 61 In addition to the interpretations of Rabbi Joseph Qārā, the interpretations of Rabbi Tobias ben ʾeliʿezer were also incorporated into Rashi's commentary as a result of the interpretations added by scholars who studied Rashi in the following generations, as well as copyists who incorporated these additions into the text of the commentary. 62 Th us, in view of the cases examined in this study, can we assume that those interpretations in the Postilla that have an affi nity to Jewish exegesis came from Jewish sources? Th e assumption that Nicholas incorporated these interpretations knowingly and directly from Jewish sources seems unacceptable. Had this been the case, why wouldn't Nicholas have attributed them to their Jewish sources, as he did in so many other places in his commentary? 63 A more likely hypothesis is that these interpretations do indeed come from Jewish sources, but that Nicholas obtained them from Christian sources without being aware of their origin. Th e intellectual encounters which took place between Jews and Christians, which primarily involved the study of the Bible, created a fl ow of interpretations from Jewish sources into Christian exegesis. We know this unequivocally on the basis of those interpretations that were presented explicitly as Jewish. It is also conceivable that some of the interpretations which the Christians learned from the Jews were not documented in Christian writings as Jewish explanations and consequently, with time, their origin was forgotten. As is well known, medieval authors often refrained from naming their sources of information, for reasons unknown to us.
Nevertheless, we must consider the fact that the fi eld of cultural infl uences and affi nities is evasive and in most cases the facts are more certain than their interpretation. Lacking concrete historical documentation, we must rely on circumstantial evidence and search for the most logical and plausible scenario. Th erefore one must not reject an alternative scenario which may be the source of the similarities between Nicholas' interpretations and Jewish literature, outlined above (although less plausible, in my opinion)-that is, the possibility of Nicholas having conceived these interpretations on his own, rather than hearing them from some informant. If this scenario were the correct one, this would demonstrate the power of the literal method, which leads scholars from diff erent and even hostile worlds to interpret common texts in identical ways. 64 Th is, in fact, is the nature of the literal method. It has a neutral and universal basis: the words of the text, the logic of the exegete, and the information which humankind has accumulated in various fi elds. It is, therefore, not surprising that when diff erent exegetes are confronted with a given verse, along with the exegetical problems it raises, the context in which it is found, its affi nity to other biblical texts, and other factors which are taken into account in literal exegesis, all arrive at similar conclusions. Th is, however, is conditional on whether the verse under discussion is free of theological overtones to which the exegetes owe allegiance, or whether, even though such overtones may be present, they prefer to ignore them and interpret according to purely exegetical criteria. We are aware today, moreover, that the scientifi c and scholastic currents that produced the twelfth-century "Renaissance" in Christian biblical scholarship also aff ected Jewish literal exegetes, who used similar exegetical tools and principles. 65 Th ese principles could conceivably have generated identical interpretations in the two camps.
In this paper I have examined the close relationship that is found between Nicholas of Lyra's commentary on Lamentations and that of Jewish exegetes. Much work still remains to be done by anyone wishing to pursue this path of research, both with regard to other parts of Nicholas of Lyra's commentary, as well as the commentaries of other Christian exegetes. Th ere is (a) good reason to assume that connections of the sort that I have presented will be found in the commentaries of other Christian exegetes who interpreted the Bible in a literal manner.
